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THE TEXT YOU ARE VIEWNG | S A COVPUTER- GENERATED OR RETYPED VERSI ON OF A
PAPER PHOTOCOPY OF THE ORI G NAL. ALTHOUGH CONSI DERABLE EFFORT HAS BEEN
EXPENDED TO QUALI TY ASSURE THE CONVERSI ON, |IT MAY CONTAI N TYPOGRAPHI CAL
ERRORS. TO OBTAIN A LEGAL COPY OF THE ORI G NAL DOCUMENT, AS IT
CURRENTLY EXI STS, THE READER SHOULD CONTACT THE OFFI CE THAT ORI G NATED
THE CORRESPONDENCE OR PROVI DED THE RESPONSE.

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
WASHI NGTON, D. C. 20460

OFFI CE OF AIR, NO SE, AND RADI ATI ON

SUBJECT: PSD Eval uation of Secondary Em ssions for Houston Lighting
and Power

FROM Edward F. Tuerk, Acting Assistant Adm nistrator
for Air, Noise and Radi ati on (ANR-443)

TO Allyn M Davis, Director
Air and Hazardous Materials Division (6AAH)

This is to convey the final response to your neno of March 13, 1981 to
Darryl Tyler, Acting Director of Control Prograns Devel opnment Division
(CPDD), in which you asked for assistance in the PSD review of a m ne-nputh
power plant application from Houston Lighting and Power (HL&P). In
particular, you were interested in how the enm ssions of the nearby mne
under different ownership nust be taken into account by HL&P, recognizing
that such em ssions can often have significant anbient inpacts. This neno
al so serves to docunent CPDD s involvenent to date in developing this
response.

As you know, issues associated with the HL&P application are closely
related to those raised by the Anerican M ning Congress (AMC) in their
petition for review of the PSD regulations to the U S. Court of Appeals for
the District of Colunbia Circuit. For exanple, in their petition, AMC has
asked that an exenption be reinstated which again would allow sources to
i gnore the anbient inpacts of certain fugitive particulate matter em ssions.
Because of this linkage, we agreed to explore how the HL& and AMC issues
m ght jointly be resolved while Region VI continued to work with HL& to
devel op an ot herwi se conpl ete application.

We further agreed that the joint AMZ HL&P resol ution would no | onger be
pursued if it would begin to jeopardize unduly the conpany's plans for
construction. HL&P had infornmed us that it must conmence construction by
October 1, 1981. On May 1, 1981 Jack Divita of your staff inforned us that
the company's PSD application was nearly conplete except for an analysis
that m ght be required for secondary em ssions. Since a joint resolution of
the AMC/ HL&P issues was not yet possible, we agreed to explore other
i ndependent ways to resolve the secondary emi ssions issue arising from
HL&P' s PSD appli cati on.

The Clean Air Act requires that PSD review include a detailed and
extensive air quality inmpact assessnent of the effects of a proposed source.
Thi s includes eval uation of the source's secondary emissions. See Section
165 (a) (3), (6) and 40 CFR 52.21(k). Secondary emnissions are defined by
the regul ations as those which would result fromthe construction or
operation of a mgjor
stationary source or mgjor nodification but do not cone fromthat source or
nodi fication. 40 CFR 52.21(b)(18). This definition sets out four tests to
be used in determ ning whether such enm ssions are to be included in air
qual ity inpact assessnents for PSD purposes: the em ssions nust be specific,
wel | defined, quantifiable, and inpact the sane general area. The nmine's
em ssions appear to neet the first three tests, but for reasons discussed
bel ow, they fail to neet the fourth test.

The term "inpact the sane general area" enbodied in the fourth test to
determ ne reviewability of secondary emissions is not precisely defined.
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However, the scope of any required analysis has to be limted to those areas
where both secondary and prinmary enissions are known to comonly inpact.
Based on recent conversations with OGC, we have determ ned that the npst

useful quantification of this concept for use in Class Il and Ill areas is
that of the area of significant inpact, as set forth in the Em ssion Ofset
Interpretative Ruling (40 CFR Part 51, Appendix S, Il11.A ) and the preanble

to the 1978 PSD regul ations (43 FR 26398, June 19, 1978). Pursuant to this
approach, the significant inpact area for total suspended particulate matter
(TSP) or SO would be all those areas in which the source's em ssions woul d
produce an anbi ent inpact equal to or exceeding a concentration of 1 cubic
nmeter on an annual basis or 5 cubic neter on a 24-hour basis.

Mbdel i ng anal ysis reveals that HL& will not cause a significant
anmbi ent concentration of TSP at any location. Therefore, ny reconmendation
is that Region VI not consider the emi ssions fromthe nine as secondary
em ssions in evaluating HL&' s inpact on anmbient TSP increnents and
standards. | believe that the mine' s emissions do not neet the definitional
test for secondary em ssions since they do not inpact any area of
significant inpact which woul d be created by the direct em ssions of HL&P.
Thus, HL&P's application can be processed without regard to any air quality
i npacts fromthe nearby m ne.

I trust that this response will be useful to you in your efforts to
process HL&P's PSD application. Let nme knowif we can be of further
assi st ance.

cc: R Canpbell
E. Reich
D. Menotti
L. Wegman
D. Tyler

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
DATE: March 13, 1981
SUBJECT: Eval uation of Secondary Em ssions in PSD Revi ew

FROM Allyn M Davis, Director
Air and Hazardous Materials Division (6AAH)

TO Darryl D. Tyler, Acting Director
Control Prograns Devel opnent Division (MD15)

We are presently processing several PSD applications for mne-nmouth power
plants. Under the PSD regul ati ons, as amended August 7, 1980, the emni ssions
fromthe adjacent mine would be considered secondary em ssions of the power
plant. As secondary em ssions, the nmine emissions nmust be considered in the
power plant air quality analysis when those em ssions are "specific, well
defined, reasonably quantifiable, and inpact the same general area." (Page
52728)

One of the power plants, Houston Lighting and Power (HL&P) is clainmng that
if they nodel all the fugitive particulate eni ssions associated with the

m ne, they would violate the PSD increnents. They contend emni ssions from
haul roads, overburden renoval, |and reclamation, etc., are not "specific,
wel | defined, or reasonably quantifiable, and thus should not be considered
in the power plant air quality analysis. They did consider fugitive

em ssions fromthe unloading of lignite fromthe mne trucks into the

unl oadi ng hopper, the crusher, the crushed lignite storage piles downstream
of the crusher, the lignite transfer and conveyances within the mne, and

t he conveyor which transports lignite fromthe mne storage piles to the
power plant.

HL&P al so contends that the paragraph stating only specific, well defined
and reasonably quantifiable secondary em ssions be considered, was devel oped
with mning emissions in mnd. They view this paragraph as a nechanismto
exenpt certain mning emssions fromthe air quality anal ysis.

In addition, HL&P considers the regulations to be inconsistent with respect
to mining emssions, if we require all the mning em ssions to be considered
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in the power plant air quality analysis. They indicate the regul ations
general ly exenpt mnes from PSD review, but could di sapprove a power plant
because of secondary inpacts froman associ ated m ne

The air quality analysis exanple in the PSD Wrkshop Manual is for a power

pl ant and an adj acent mne. Secondary em ssions fromthe adjacent mne were
considered in the increment and NAAQS anal yses. However, no information is
provi ded on what m ning eni ssions were consi dered

If the mne em ssions do not inpact the sanme general area as the power plant
em ssions, we are not required to consider the secondary mine enmissions. Is
there any specific distance, for exanple 50 Km which beyond that distance
secondary em ssions are not considered to inpact the "sane general area?"
Anot her possi bl e consideration is whether or not the source causing the
secondary em ssions has an inpact area. |If a source has no inpact area
coul d we exenpt secondary em ssions on that basis? Al so, what effect does
separate owners of the power plant and m ne have on the secondary emni ssions
i ssue?

I ask that you provide guidance regarding the above questions. Due to the
critical timng of these applications, | ask that you respond by March 30,
1981. If you have any questions, please contact Bill Taylor at FTS 729-
1594.



